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Introduction

Expenditures

Enhanced Program
Created

The Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) formally started
the Block Management Program in 1985. Prior to 1985 a number of
landowners expressed concerns about the number of hunters on their
land, damage to the land, and the time it took the landowner to deal
with hunters. Landowners were threatening to close their land to all
public hunting. In response, the department created the Block
Management Program. The intent of the program was to help
landowners control hunters on their land. The program was
enhanced by the 1995 Legislature to provide tangible benefits to
landowners to encourage public access to their land. Funding is
provided from outfitter-sponsored non-resident deer or elk
combination big game licenses.

Block Management Program expenditures include department
operating expenses and payments to landowners enrolled in the
program. Payments to landowners in fiscal years 1996-97 through
1998-99 were: $2,757,103, $2,571,381, and $2,541,936.
Department operating expenditures averaged $532,000 for the three
years.

In 1995 the legislature passed House Bill 195 (sections 87-1-265
through 269, MCA) which created two landowner incentive
programs. The Hunter Management Program (section 87-1-266,
MCA) allows the department to provide sportsman licenses to
resident landowners and combination licenses to non-resident
landowners. The Hunter Access Enhancement Program (section
87-1-267, MCA) compensates landowners for impacts to their land
by hunters or for providing access through their land to adjacent
public land. Land restricted by outfitting or commercial hunting is
not eligible for the program. Factors used in determining benefits to
landowners include but are not limited to:

< The number of days of public hunting provided by a
participating landowner;

< Wildlife habitat provided;

< Resident wildlife game populations;
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< Number, sex, and species of animals taken; and
< Access provided to adjacent public lands.

The Hunter Access Enhancement Program compensates landowners
as follows:

< Basic enrollment payment - available to landowners who enroll
land in the program, paid annually for enroliment or renewal.

< Base impact payment - available to any landowner who enrolls
land in the program. Paid annually for enrollment or renewal.
Compensation is set at $6.00 per hunter day. A hunter day is
defined as one hunter who hunts on the property during a
calendar day.

< Length of season impact payment - available, in addition to
other impact payments, to any enrollee who places no
restrictions on the legal fall seasons for any species available in
huntable numbers. Compensation is computed at $2.00 per
hunter day.

< Species/gender impact payments - available, in addition to
other impact payments, to any enrollee who places no
restrictions on gender/species available in huntable numbers.
Compensation is computed at $2.00 per hunter day.

If the landowner provides access to isolated state/federal lands, with
no enrollment of deeded land with public hunting access,
compensation is computed at one-half the base impact payment rate.
If no restrictions are placed on season length, landowners also
receive one-half the length of season impact payment per hunter day
or a total of $4.00 per hunter.

A maximum of $8,000 a year can be paid to a landowner.

For the 1998 hunting season, 917 landowners enrolled 7,275,721
acres in the program.
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Amount of Private Land
Open to Public Hunting

Was Land Opened with
the Enhanced Program?

Measuring Program
Success

Coordination with Other
Programs Addressing
Access Needed

Using available information created by the department we compared
the number of acres in block management to the number of privately
owned acres open to public hunting. Information was only available
for mule deer hunting. We determined about 24 percent of private
land open to public hunting for mule deer is enrolled in the Block
Management Program.

Based on our surveys sent to landowners enrolled in the program and
landowners who would like to enroll in the program, the current
Block Management Program opened some land for free public
hunting. Some land now open to free public hunting was not open at
all to hunting, and other land was only open to limited hunting.
Survey results showed 80 percent of the respondents’ land was open
to public hunting prior to the landowner enrolling in the program.

We asked staff what they considered the program’s goal and how
they measure program success. The general consensus was the goal
is to enhance public hunter access and improve
landowner/sportsperson/department relationships. No one had any
consistent outcomes or formal criteria they used to measure program
success. Staff have not established specific criteria to measure
program success or outcomes. The department should create specific
objectives that relate to the purpose and mission of the program,
establish measurable criteria which relate directly to the goals and
objectives, and develop strategies to allow for attaining desired
results or outcomes.

The Wildlife Division administers two programs which address
public access to private lands for hunting purposes - the Upland
Game Bird Habitat Enhancement Program (UGBP) and Habitat
Montana. Department staff do not monitor hunter use on
conservation easements or the UGBP projects. Staff thought all but
two or so landowners with conservation easements are in the Block
Management Program. They also indicated they thought most
UGBP projects were in block management so they relied on block
management to monitor hunting for both programs. However, we
found only about half of the easements and 10 percent of UGBP
projects are enrolled in block management. The department should
develop methods to coordinate the access provided under the Block
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Management Program, the Upland Game Bird Habitat Enhancement
Program and Habitat Montana, and monitor the hunting on
conservation easements and the Upland Game Bird Habitat
Enhancement Program projects.

Currently, hunters cannot readily find a conservation easement or an
UGBP project to hunt because neither is publicly “advertised”. The
department should publicize conservation easements and the Upland
Game Bird Habitat Enhancement Program projects.

The Private Land/Public Wildlife Council is charged with addressing
access. With three internal programsin two divisions addressing access,
and an external council reviewing and making recommendations
pertaining to access, the department should consider establishing an
access coordination function. This function could ensure the three
programs coordinate to ensure land open to free public hunting is
publicized, hunting is monitored, and the recommendations from the
council are incorporated into department operations.

We examined the current compensation system and found the system
is based on the number of hunter days occurring during the hunting
season and does not differentiate compensation for actual or potential
impacts to the land or landowner. The current payment system
structure also does not recognize landowners’ attempts to control the
number of hunters on the land to potentially increase the “quality”
of the hunt. While the current system provided a basis to establish
the program, we believe the compensation system should be re-
evaluated.

At the current time, the program is not growing due to lack of
resources and money to compensate landowners. Many field staff
and responses to our surveys indicated landowners would be willing
to accept some form of benefit other than money to enter into the
program. Suggestions included gates or fences, weed control,
tags/permits from special drawings, or a menu of hunting licenses
instead of just a sportsman license. Department officials should
explore options for the Block Management Program to provide
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Longer Term Contracts

Compensation for
Landownersin Aggregate
Block Management Areas

Documentation of
Enrollment and
Re-enrollment of
Landowners

benefits to landowners other than money and a single resident
sportsman license or non-resident big game combination license.

Under the current annual contract the department does not know
from one year to the next how much it is going to have to pay
landowners. This makes budgeting difficult. The department should
develop a system where contracts can be established for terms of
more than one year.

Landowners in aggregate (multi-landowner) Block Management
Areas (BMAS) are not compensated in the same way as those in
single BMAs. Every landowner in an aggregate BMA receives the
basic enrollment fee of $250 but the impact payments do not reflect
actual hunter days. Landowners in aggregate BMAs must divide the
number of hunter days among all the landowners. Aggregate BMAS
help the department manage hunters, wildlife and habitat. Survey
results showed the majority of respondents wanted a compensation
system that encourages landowners to enroll in an aggregate BMA.
The department should develop a compensation system that rewards
landowners for enrolling in an aggregate Block Management Area.

When the program enlarged in 1996, the first landowners enrolled
were ones already in the program. In 1998, a department committee
developed a regional enrollment process and criteria. Some regions
developed forms for the 1998 enrollment and re-enrollment which
followed enrollment criteria developed by the department
committee. However, only one region actually used the forms to
determine who should be re-enrolled or if they should be enrolled
for the first time. Other regions did not use either the re-enroliment
or new enrollment forms. Currently, the enrollment and re-
enrollment process does not ensure participation criteria is followed
due to lack of documentation for the process followed in most
regions. We recommend the department ensure Block Management
Coordinators justify and document the enrollment of new landowners
or the re-enrollment of current landowners in the Block Management
Program.
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Due to concerns about landowners issuing permission slips to
hunters for multiple days when they only hunted one day, family
members counted as a hunter day on the family ranch, etc., the
department created policies to make the program more accountable.
Each region created the forms and process it would use to meet
policy requirements. As a result, the process is fairly standard and
regions are consistent in their use of surveys. The policies and
procedures followed provide program accountability.

Statute does not allow land for inclusion in the program if outfitting
or commercial hunting restricts public hunting opportunities. Rules
state outfitting may not take place on a BMA unless public recreation
and hunting opportunities are not restricted and the landowner and
regional supervisor approve the activity. We reviewed department
and Board of Outfitters and Guides information to determine how
many BMAs have outfitters use them, how much the BMAs were
used, and if the outfitters had permission to use the land. From the
information available, it appears outfitting on BMAs is following
block management statute and rules.

Communication is an integral way for the Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks to promote landowner/sportsperson relations.
One of the major means of communicating with landowners and
hunters are the regional tabloids and individual BMA maps. We
reviewed tabloids and maps to determine how easy both publications
would be to read and understand. We found maps and tabloids tend
to be confusing and difficult to read. In most cases, the information
was confusing and there is little consistency in presenting it among
regions. We recommend the department/regions initiate a process to
review tabloid and map information to make information more
consistent/standard and easier to understand.

In cases where no permission is required to hunt a BMA, or
permission is granted by the landowner someplace on the BMA,
maps provided by the regions are the only means a hunter has to find
the BMA. We used some of the maps received from the regions to
try to locate BMAs. We could not find one BMA, some were not
signed properly, and some maps were not correct. We recommend
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Landowner and Hunter
Knowledge of the
Program

Role of Staff in the
Program

Improvements in
Operating Efficiency

the department ensure the directions on the Block Management Area
maps can be followed and the areas are properly signed prior to the
hunting season.

We sent questionnaires to hunters and to landowners who have not
expressed an interest in the program. We found some hunters and
landowners did not know about the program. Hunters also had
problems with the availability of tabloids and maps. The department
does not have a process to easily inform the public, hunters or
landowners about the program. There is no general information
about the program at license dealers or other public places that deal
with hunters and landowners. We recommend the department help
promote landowner/sporstmen partnerships by developing a process
to easily and broadly explain the Block Management Program and
how it works in each region.

We reviewed the roles of field staff, particularly coordinators,
wardens and biologists in the Block Management Program. The role
of biologists and wardens varies by region. In some regions
biologists and wardens negotiate block management contracts with
landowners in their area of responsibility. In other regions
biologists and wardens have virtually no block management
responsibilities. Based on comments and observations made during
the audit we are not sure biologists and wardens are aware of all the
nuances of the Block Management Program. Having biologists and
wardens negotiate contracts leads to inconsistencies in information
given the landowners. These biologists and wardens are then
responsible for the administration of the contract process. We
recommend the Block Management Coordinators in each region be
responsible for contract administration and sign installation for the
Block Management Program.

When discussing the Block Management Program with regional
staff, and reviewing documentation from Block Management
Coordinators and annual reports, we noted a number of activities
occurring in some regions that would be helpful in other regions.
Many of the activities are included in annual reports each
coordinator writes and sends to Helena. Reports also contain forms
used for hunter day tabulation and post-season surveys, letters sent
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to landowners, etc. The coordinators could send the reports, forms,
computer spreadsheets, letters, etc., they use that are not in the
reports to their fellow coordinators when the reports are sent to
Helena. Streamlining and coordination between regions would
likely occur. We recommend the department increase coordination
among the regions by establishing a process that ensures Block
Management Coordinators review other region’s annual reports and
documentation, and establish a forum to discuss the various methods
for completing the same or similar block management tasks.

A number of regions use computers and various software packages to
gather block management information. This includes regional
contract information which is again input into a computer in Helena.
There does not seem to be any standard format or software used in
the regions and Helena. If the coordinators and Helena staff
discussed and agreed to a format for contracts, Helena staff would
not have to re-input the information. If the regions agreed to a
format and software for permission slip/roster information, other
regions could access information. We recommend the Block
Management Coordinators and Helena staff use the same software
for contract and permission slip/roster information, and develop a
common format for contract and permission slip/roster information
so information only needs to be input once and can be used by all the
regions and Helena.

Overall, it appears the enhanced Block Management Program opened
some previously closed land to free public hunting. In this regard it
is meeting one of its goals. If alternative forms of compensation to
landowners are created, it appears more land could be enrolled in the
program.
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Introduction

Audit Objectives

Audit Scope and
Methodologies

The Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks’ Block Management
Program was developed to help manage wildlife resources and the
impacts to landowners from public hunting. The program provides
benefits to landowners to encourage public access to their land. The
Field Services Division, Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
(FWP) administers the Block Management Program.

Legislative Audit Committee members raised questions about the
Block Management Program after the 1996 hunting season, the first
season of the enhanced program. Based on comments received, a
performance audit of the program was scheduled. Initial contact
with program staff was made in early 1997. Staff informed us of
proposed changes in the program prior to the 1997 hunting season.
Based on the information gathered, we delayed the audit until 1999.

Our general audit objectives were:
1. ldentify the program’s objectives.

2. Determine criteria used by the department to measure success of
the program.

3. Determine if criteria appear reasonable.
4. Determine if program is operating effectively.
5. Recommend any efficiencies for program operations.

The audit concentrated primarily on program activities followed for
the 1997 and 1998 hunting seasons. Some information from the
1989 through 1996 hunting seasons is included as background.

Since the majority of on-the-ground activities for the program occur
in the regions, we traveled to six of FWP’s seven regional offices.
We interviewed all block management coordinators, six regional
supervisors, wildlife managers and warden captains, and a number of
biologists and wardens to determine their roles in the Block
Management Program and how the program’s objectives changed, if
at all, as result of House Bill 195 (Chapter 459, Laws of 1995)
passed by the 1995 Legislature. We sent letters explaining the audit
to biologists and wardens we did not interview, plus members of the
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Fish, Wildlife and Parks Commission, Private Land/Public Wildlife
Council, and sportsman groups, wildlife organizations and gun clubs
asking for any comments or concerns.

While in the regions we reviewed documentation of the approval
process used for enrolling landowners in the program, post-season
audits and results, and other information on file. We also reviewed
compliance with rules, especially criteria for enrolling land currently
in the Block Management Program.

We obtained the 1999 hunting season tabloids and a sample of Block
Management Area (BMA) maps to determine how easy it is to obtain
the information. We traveled to a number of BMAs to determine if
the maps provided enough information to find the BMAs and if signs
were installed.

We attended the annual Block Management Coordinator meeting and
regional meetings to determine what information is disseminated to
regional Block Management Coordinators and staff. We also
obtained the annual regional reports for the 1997 and 1998 hunting
seasons to obtain an understanding of how the program operates in
each region. We reviewed past legislation concerning the program
and reports created as a result of legislation.

Regional expenditures for the Block Management Program were
obtained from the Statewide Budgeting and Accounting System
(SBAS). We also obtained regional payments to landowners from
SBAS.

Questionnaires were sent to landowners in the program, to
landowners wanting to enroll, to landowners no longer enrolled, and
to landowners who did not have an interest in enrolling to determine
their opinion of the program. A questionnaire was sent to hunters to
determine their knowledge of the Block Management Program and to
determine their experiences if they hunted on a BMA in 1998. The
appendices contain survey results.

A number of landowners who participate in the Block Management
Program have a conservation easement on their land and/or are
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Compliance

Management
Memorandum

involved in an Upland Game Bird Habitat Enhancement Program
project. We determined how many landowners are involved in block
management and one of the other programs, and the compensation
they received under the other program. We then reviewed the
feasibility of coordinating the access allowed under the other
programs with block management. We contacted other states to
determine how they address hunter access.

A limited number of BMAs can be used by outfitters. We compared
the names of landowners listed as giving outfitters approval to hunt
on their land to the names of landowners enrolled in the Block
Management Program who allowed outfitting on their land.

This audit was conducted in accordance with government standards
for performance audits.

We examined compliance with statutes and administrative rules
pertaining to the Block Management Program. Our audit work
indicates the department is generally in compliance with the statutory
requirements outlining overall responsibilities.

During the audit, we noted some minor concerns relative to other
issues addressed in this report. We presented suggestions to the
department on these topics, which could result in operating
improvements. A management memorandum was sent to the
department concerning the following:

Warden Use of Permission Slips - Many landowners require hunters
to obtain a permission slip prior to hunting on the land. The slips
are sent to the regional office at the end of the hunting season. A
few game wardens indicated they review permission slips as a tool in
enforcement investigations, such as residency and outfitter use.
Other wardens should consider reviewing permission slips and
rosters for enforcement violations.

Communication with Biologists and Wardens - Block Management
Coordinators meet annually and are provided updates for any
changes in the program. Coordinators are then to provide the
information to biologists and wardens in their respective regions.
The current process does not facilitate for sharing or exchanging
information about the program to all wildlife biologists and all
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Areas for Further Study

Use of Computer Software

Comparing Block
Management to Board of
Outfitter Records

Report Organization

Page 4

wardens at one time. The Landowner/Sportsman Coordinator could
attend the Wildlife and Enforcement Divisions biennial meetings
(that require mandatory attendance by biologists and wardens) to
explain the program and answer questions.

Livestock Loss Reimbursement Program Compensation - The
Livestock Loss Reimbursement Program compensates landowners
not enrolled in the Block Management Program at a rate equal to the
taxable value of the animal killed. Landowners enrolled in the Block
Management Program are compensated at full market value for
livestock killed. Compensation should be based on a common factor
whether a landowner is in the Block Management Program or not.

We identified two areas we believe could be studied further. The
issues pertain to use of computer software and use of information at
the Board of Outfitters and Guides. These areas are discussed in
greater detail below.

During the Block Management Program audit, we noted there was
little coordination of the software used or the format for information
input into computers located throughout the regions. This caused
duplication of input and information that could not be shared. Block
management is one of many department programs. We believe a
study should be conducted to determine if software coordination
could create efficiencies in other programs.

Outfitters are required to record the land they can hunt on via a Land
Use Approval Form or an Outfitting Operations Plan filed with the
Board of Qutfitters and Guides. If an outfitter is taking clients on a
BMA to hunt, the permission is to be on file at the Field Services
Division. Department staff believed some outfitters used BMASs
when they did not have permission. Further work could indicate if
outfitters are using BMAs.

This report is presented in six chapters. Chapter Il provides general
background information about the Block Management Program.
Chapter I11 discusses program growth. Chapter IV contains
recommendations directed at the program’s effectiveness. Program
efficiency is discussed in Chapter V. Chapter VI contains an overall
conclusion about the program.



Chapter Il - Background

Introduction

Department
Organization

Decentralized System

The mission of the Block Management Program is ““ . . .to maintain
Montana’s hunting heritage and traditions by providing landowners
with tangible benefits to encourage public hunting access to private
land, promote partnerships between landowners, hunters, and the
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, and help manage wildlife
resources and the impacts of public hunting.”

A five member Fish, Wildlife and Parks Commission sets policy for
the fulfillment of the responsibilities of the Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks as provided by law. Department headquarters is
located in Helena and central office staff are responsible for setting
direction regarding policy, planning, program development,
guidelines and budgets. The Block Management Program is
administered by the Field Services Division.

The department’s organizational structure is partially decentralized.
The department divided the state into seven geographic regions to
provide for more direct management of the state’s wildlife, fisheries,
and parks resources. Each region is staffed with a regional
supervisor, a fisheries manager, a wildlife manager, and varying
numbers of biologists, technicians, wardens, and parks staff to
implement and monitor most policy and management activities at the
regional level. In most regions wildlife managers supervise day-to-
day activities for Block Management Program activities. The
managers report to the regional supervisor.

The regional supervisor administers overall activities within the
region. This includes providing recommendations on program
development and department guidelines to FWP headquarters in
Helena. Regional supervisors report to the department’s chief of
operations.

Figure 1 shows regional boundaries.

Page 5



Chapter |1 - Background

Block Management
Program Staffing

Page 6

Figurel
FWP Regional Boundaries
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* - Regional Headquarters

1- Kalispel
2 - Missoula
3 - Bozeman
4 - Great Fdls
5 - Billings
6 - Glasgow
7 - Miles City

Source: Compiled by the L egislative Audit Division from
department records.

In fiscal year 1998-99 there were 11.78 FTE dedicated to the Block
Management Program. FTE consist of a Block Management
Coordinator in each region (this position can be split between block
management and another program such as Wildlife or Enforcement),
and temporary seasonal positions. Some regions also have
administrative staff assigned to block management.
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Two FTE dedicated to the program were added in each fiscal year,
1996-97 and 1997-98. The four FTE are assigned to the regions as
conservation specialists or Block Management Coordinators. There
is one FTE in Helena administering the program.

For the 1998 hunting season the budgeted FTE were distributed in
the regions as shown in Table 1.

Tablel
Block M anagement Budgeted FTE per Region
(1998 Hunting Season)
Region FTE
1 (Kalispell) 0.65
2 (Missoula) 2.10
3 (Bozeman) 1.35
4 (Great Falls) 2.23
5 (Billings) 1.18
6 (Glasgow) 1.95
7 (Miles City) 2.32
Total 11.78
Source: Compiled by the Legislative Audit Division from
department records.

Region 3 Block
Management Coordinator

Region 3’s Block Management Coordinator expenses are paid from
the region’s wildlife budget so his FTE is not recorded in the block
management budget. The coordinator estimated he spent 60 to 70
percent of his time on block management in fiscal year 1998-99.
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Warden Time Spent on
Block Management

Wildlife Biologist Time
Spent on Block
M anagement

Summary

Revenues and
Expenditures
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In most regions wardens have an operating budget for block
management but not personnel budget. Personnel expenses are
included in the regional enforcement budget. A total of 2,657
warden hours were spent state-wide on block management in 1998.
That equates to 1.28 FTE.

In three regions biologists charge operating, and in some cases
personnel expenses, to the region’s wildlife budget for their block
management activities. The other regions do not determine
biologist time on block management.

The department has 11.78 FTE budgeted to the Block Management
Program in the regions. A number of other regional staff are also
involved in the program. From records provided, we estimate
approximately 16 FTE worked in the Block Management Program in
fiscal year 1998-99.

Block Management Program expenditures include department
operating expenses and payments to landowners enrolled in the
program. Revenues generated from the sale of market-based
outfitter-sponsored non-resident deer and elk combination licenses
support the program. Revenues generated from the licenses for
fiscal years 1996-97 through 1998-99 were: $2,905,084,
$2,704,855, and $2,873,328, respectively.

Federal Pittman-Robertson money is also used to pay landowners
enrolled in the program. Federal dollars in fiscal year 1996-97
totaled $274,125, in fiscal year 1997-98 $285,090 and in 1998-99
$296,494. The department amended its federal grant to allow it to
spend Pittman-Robertson money for the Block Management
Program.

Table 2 shows number of landowners, acres involved, and payments
to landowners for the 1996 through 1998 hunting seasons. Table 3
shows direct regional expenditures for the Block Management
Program excluding incentive payments.
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Table?2
Block M anagement L andowners, Acres, and Payments
(1996 through 1998 Hunting Seasons)

Year | Total Landowners | Total Acres | Total Incentive Payments
1996 882 7,130,119 $2,757,103
1997 937 7,545,606 $2,571,381
1998 917 7,273,723 $2,541,936
Sour ce: Compiled by the L egidlative Audit Division from department records and SBAS.
Table3

Regional Block M anagement Expenditures
(Fiscal Years 1996-97 through 1998-99)

Region 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99
1 (Kalispell) $42,611 $54,628 $33,284
2 (Missoula) $70,596 $76,968 $71,027
3 (Bozeman) $47,435 $81,286 $77,047
4 (Great Falls) $71,093 $97,037 $82,148
5 (Billings) $52,726 $55,167 $53,275
6 (Glasgow) $75,225 $101,240 $75,612
7 (Miles City) $131,431 $122,267 $124,934

Total $491,117 $588,593 $517,327

Sour ce: Compiled by the L egislative Audit Division from SBAS.
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How Much Private Land
is Open to Public

Using available information created by the department we compared
the number of acres in block management to the number of privately

Hunting? owned acres open to public hunting. Information was only available
for mule deer hunting. In 1995 the department issued a report on
Montana deer and deer hunting. In that report FWP wildlife
biologists estimated the amount of private land per hunting district,
and how much of that was open, leased, or restricted for mule deer
hunting. We compared numbers in that report to the number of
acres in block management in 1995 and 1998 for mule deer hunting.
The following table shows the results. There are approximately 94
million acres of land in Montana.
Table4
Private L and Open for Mule Deer Huntingin MT
Region Total Open Private | 1995BM | 1998 BM | % Private Acres
Private Acres Acres Acres OpeninBM in
Acres 1998
1 1,569,344 797,239 793,830 792,490 99.40%
2 2,485,248 1,113,012 324,092 278,855 25.05%
3 5,083,411 1,907,287 273,648 522,529 27.40%
4 10,709,472 5,214,653 655,095 764,367 14.66%
5 6,802,701 2,073,251 196,649 599,020 28.89%
6 10,318,650 8,745,325 281,745 652,042 7.46%
7 12,241,338 3,885,252 | 1,364,719 | 2,060,918 53.04%
Total 49,210,164 23,736,019 | 3,889,778 | 5,670,221 23.90%
Sour ce: Compiled by the Legidlative Audit Division from department records.
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As illustrated by the above table, for mule deer hunting about 24
percent of the private land open to public hunting is enrolled in
block management.
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Background

Program Formally
Organized in 1985

The Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) formally started
the Block Management Program in 1985. Prior to 1985 a number of
landowners expressed concerns to the department about the number
of hunters on their land, damage to the land, and the time it took the
landowner to deal with hunters. Some landowners were threatening
to close their land to all public hunting. In response, the department
created the Block Management Program. The intent of the program
was to help landowners control hunters on their land.

In 1985 the department developed formal incentives to recognize and
reward landowners for their assistance to the public during hunting
seasons. The strategy, block management, rewarded landowners for
services rendered to hunters. Primary focus centered on maintaining
free public access to private lands with big game hunting
opportunities. Landowners participating in block management were
assisted by FWP in reducing interruptions to farm and ranch
operations associated with hunting. A variety of landowner
incentives using sportsman license dollars were used. Incentives
included:

< Signs, maps, permission booklets.
< Livestock loss insurance.
< Game damage materials.

< Temporary department personnel were hired to manage hunting
activities on large ranches, or a group of ranches. They were
responsible for issuing permission slips, directing hunters,
signing areas and patrolling the property.

< The majority of landowners desired to act as their own resource
manager. In those cases a monetary reimbursement was
provided to compensate landowners for their services in
managing hunters. A maximum of $2,000 for any one contract
was recommended.

< Landowner liability protection. Under section 70-16-302,
MCA, if a landowner permitted hunters to use his land and did
not charge a fee or accept other compensation from hunters, the
landowner’s liability was assumed to be at the lowest level.
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Program Guiddlinesand
Administrative Rules
Written

Block Management
Participation Statistics
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Each region created a Block Management Program responsive to
concerns of landowners in that region. Overall guidelines were
written in 1990 so all regions would follow the same framework.
The guidelines established a program purpose, eligibility criteria for
participation, program evaluation, compensation guidelines, types of
administration of Block Management Areas (BMAs), and
requirements for outfitting on BMAs.

The guidelines indicated selection of landowners involved in block
management needed to be based on criteria which served the needs
and objectives of landowners, sportsman, and the department.
Criteria included:

< Land which was a high priority resource and habitat area as
defined by statewide and regional management objectives.

< Potential existed to establish a cooperative relationship between
the department and landowner(s) for more long-term
management.

< The area would result in increased hunter opportunity and
provide a reasonable number of hunter days.

< Enrollment may allow hunter access to adjoining public land.

< The area had a history of game damage and the opportunity to
reduce problems.

The program was to be evaluated quantitatively to determine
regional/statewide benefits and provide future direction. Harvest
objectives were to be used as a basis to determine success and cost
effectiveness.

Administrative Rules were created in 1994. The rules essentially
followed the guidelines. Program evaluation and compensation
guidelines were not included in the rules.

Table 5 shows the number of landowners and acres enrolled in the
program from 1989 through 1995 by region. Information for the
1992 hunting season is not available.



Chapter 111 - Block Management Then and Now

Table5

Regional Block M anagement Participation

(1989 through 1995)

Year | Region 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tota
1989 Acres 2,100 | 304,253 | 403,200 | 490560 | 165620 | 503,135 | 2,700,000 | 4,568,868
Owners 2 56 49 64 15 65 95 346
1990 Acres 2,100 | 340458 | 793,740 | 1,014,960 | 247,050 | 737,280 | 2,042,176 | 5,177,764
Owners 3 157 35 61 19 62 106 443
1991 Acres 23,730 | 438,338 | 794,911 | 1,064,020 | 331,350 | 653,230 | 2,348,288 | 5,653,867
Owners 4 162 38 64 20 77 134 499
1993 Acres 23,800 | 429,648 | 488563 | 801,030 | 137,259 | 409,700 | 1,779,355 | 4,069,445
Owners 5 158 44 70 14 56 126 473
1994 Acres | 794730 | 442946 | 311,319 | 866,255 | 278,189 | 517,282 | 1,801,000 | 5,011,721
Owners 6 143 37 75 18 85 137 501
1995 Acres | 847520 | 407,980 | 355299 | 622,157 | 290,279 | 505,953 | 2,047,643 | 5,076,831
Owners 5 143 45 51 26 56 145 471
Sour ce: Created by the L egidative Audit Division from department records.

Enhanced Block

Management Program

Created

During the 1993 Legislative Session many hunting related bills were
presented by landowners, sportsmen, and outfitters. As a result,
House Joint Resolution 24 was passed to address the strained

relations between landowners/outfitters/sportspersons. The

Governor appointed a Private Land/Public Wildlife Advisory
Council. The council presented recommendations for legislative
changes in the 1995 session. Recommendations included providing
tangible benefits t